





























Representative Meeks has stated that he made a good faith effort to comply with the
financial disclosure requirements and that his failure to disclose the Ahmad loan as a liability on
his Financial Disclosure Statements was the result of an inadvertent oversight. If the Committee
had identified evidence sufficient to establish that the Ahmad loan was actually an impermissible
gift, then the Committee could have inferred that Representative Meeks’ failure to disclose the
gift was knowing or willful. The Committee cautions that each Member is responsible for filing
timely and accurate Financial Disclosure Statements, and proper disclosure is necessary to be in
compliance with House Rules and federal law. However, as discussed below, the Committee
determined that the evidence did not establish that the Ahmad loan was an impermissible gift.
Further, there is no evidence that Representative Meeks’ failure to disclose the Ahmad loan as a
liability on his Financial Disclosure Statements was in bad faith or was knowing or willful. The
Committee’s practice in such cases is to notify a Member of the identified errors on their
Financial Disclosure Statements and require them to publicly amend their Statements. In this
case, Representative Meeks has already publicly amended his Financial Disclosure Statements to
properly disclose the Ahmad loan. Therefore, the Committee concludes that no further action is
necessary with respect to Representative Meeks’ failure to disclose the Ahmad loan, and
considers the investigation of this allegation closed.

The record is less clear with respect to the allegation that the Ahmad loan was an
impermissible gift. As discussed in Section III.B, Committee staff has not been able to interview
Mr. Ahmad. However, Representative Meeks has consistently represented to the Committee, to
his COS, and to the Managing Member of the investment firm that provided the loan used to
satisfy the Ahmad loan, that the loan was memorialized in writing and had a set repayment
schedule and rate of interest. Representative Meeks has asserted that he cannot produce the loan
document now because he has misplaced it. Thus, even if the Committee was able to interview
Mr. Ahmad, and Mr. Ahmad contradicted Representative Meeks’ version of events regarding the
Ahmad loan, the Committee would be left with a “swearing contest” between a Member and a
person who has pled guilty to conspiracy to commit bank and wire fraud, and is awaiting
sentencing. Unless Mr. Ahmad was able to provide some documentary evidence indicating that
the payment to Representative Meeks was not a loan—or that it did not have the standard indicia
of commercial reasonability, such as written terms and a commercially reasonable rate of
interest—it would be unreasonable for the Committee to conclude, on the basis of his testimony
alone, that Representative Meeks was lying to the Committee.

Given this situation, and in light of the representations from Mr. Ahmad’s attorney that
Mr. Ahmad has no documents to support the allegation that the loan had no written terms or set
interest rate, and that Mr. Ahmad would assert his Fifth Amendment rights if the Committee
issued a subpoena for his testimony, the Committee has decided to close its investigation
regarding the allegation that Representative Meeks received an improper gift from Mr. Ahmad.

V. STATEMENT UNDER RULE XIII, CLAUSE 3(¢) OF THE RULES
OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

The Committee made no special oversight findings in this Report. No budget statement
is submitted. No funding is authorized by any measure in this Report. No oversight findings are
considered pertinent.



